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The purpose of this paper is to advocate for an expansion of third-space ideology to the research 
conducted in clinical teacher preparation programs including research designs and methods of 
data collection. Clinical teacher preparation has been advocated since the 1980s and is now being 
systematically realized in the early 21st century. Thus, it is time to revisit research designs and 
data collection related to this model. The author illustrates first-, second-, and third-space 
programs, including an overview of teacher residency programs, before advocating a mixed 
methods research paradigm that aims to create democratic spaces for teacher education research. 
Research and practice implications are discussed. 
 Keywords: Third Space, mixed methods research, school-university partnerships 
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Investigating the Third Space: A new agenda for teacher education research 
In the United States, education researchers, deans of colleges of education, and 
accrediting bodies have called for closer relationships between school districts and institutions of 
higher education (IHEs) since the 1980s (Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 
[CAEP], 2015; Darling-Hammond, 2006; National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 
Education [NCATE] Blue Ribbon Panel, 2010; Sykes, Bird, & Kennedy, 2010; The Holmes 
Group, 1986; Zeichner, 2010; Zimpher & Howey, 2005). Today, relationships between IHEs and 
school districts are mandated by the major accrediting body (CAEP, 2015) and IHEs and school 
districts must work together to prepare teachers for diverse, American schools. Not only must 
responsibility for teacher preparation be shared, but the CAEP (2015) standards delineate that P-
12 schools and colleges of education, “share responsibility for continuous improvement of 
candidate preparation” (p. 1). Thus, these relationships should be accompanied by robust data 
collection and evaluation plans in order to ensure that these partnerships work effectively and 
efficiently to academically grow diverse P-12 students. Similar patterns of new school-university 
relationships are being spurred around the world in countries such as Australia (Williams, 2014) 
and England (Jackson & Burch, 2016) as governments are beginning to prioritize the assets of 
both practitioners and scholars.    
Recent developments in federal accountability in the United States echo and build upon 
CAEP’s (2015) mandates. The standards and accountability movement has played a major role in 
efforts to collect data on teacher education programs. The original intent of this movement was 
to improve the quality of education for students from impoverished and marginalized 
backgrounds and that objective remains the same today. This movement has resulted in the 
complex accountability systems currently in place for students and teachers that are troubled by 
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validity issues such as curricular misalignment (Popham, 2005) and disproportionate fallout on 
children of color (Shahjahan, 2011). The recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act ([ESEA], 1965) as the Every Student Succeeds Act ([ESSA], 2015) now provides 
the opportunity for local control and accountability (Klein, 2015) and states, school districts, and 
IHEs must work together to design reliable and valid accountability systems to serve diverse 
student populations. The rise of high-stakes standardized assessments is also being seen in other 
Orgnisation for Economic Co-operation (OECD) countries such as New Zealand (Cowie & 
Cooper, 2014) where educators and teacher educators have begun to implement data literacy for 
teaching practices to serve diverse students in this accountability climate. Thus, reconciling 
accountability with the needs of communities is a cross-national issue. 
The current paper advocates for a new research agenda for investigations into clinical 
teacher preparation programs that will value and integrate practitioner, scholarly, and community 
knowledge, which I will refer to as third-space research designs. I begin by comparing first-
space, second-space, and third-space teacher education programs internationally before 
explaining the continuum of clinical teacher preparation in depth. I then delineate and advocate 
for a revamped, mixed methods research agenda in which education researchers work with 
school districts and communities not only to prepare teachers, but also to develop and implement 
this research agenda in reclaiming local control over accountability. 
Theoretical Framework 
I frame the arguments for this paper in postcolonial theory (e.g., Said, 1993) and, 
specifically, the notion of Third Space (Bhabha, 1994; Rutherford, 1990). I chose these 
frameworks for several reasons. First of all, postcolonial theory speaks to the oppression of 
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various groups (e.g., Native inhabitants and women) in a colonial campaign—for the purpose of 
this article, this translates to colonizing attempts on behalf of federal and state accountability 
systems, IHEs, and school districts. These are discussed in greater detail below. Third Space is 
one response to colonization, and the democratizing of spaces speaks eloquently to the 
possibilities of collapsing hierarchies in clinical teacher preparation programs that are 
increasingly pervasive around the world. These frameworks are therefore robust enough to 
address the complicated nature of developing a democratic research paradigm. First, I delineate 
how postcolonial theory has been applied to education broadly before examining the application 
of Third Space to teacher preparation specifically. 
 One strand of work on postcolonial theory in education focuses on comparative and 
international education. Crossley and Tikly (2004) noted that common postcolonial topics 
include slavery; migration and the formation of diasporas; the effects of race, culture, class, and 
gender in postcolonial settings; histories of struggle and resistance against colonial and neo-
colonial dominance; identity formation and hybridity; language and language rights; and the 
struggles of indigenous peoples. In the U.S., these themes have been taken up by scholars in 
discussions of power, resistance, and attempted democratization which are relevant in 
considering how to create third spaces. For example, Apple (2011) has compared the effects of 
globalization—specifically, black market labor—to slavery. As a result, he advocated for critical 
analyses of schools within urban and rural economic markets.  
Authors such as Dei (2000) and Shahjahan (2005, 2011) have taken up an anti-colonial 
sentiment that overtly resists dominant power structures and epistemologies. Most relevant to my 
argument is Shahjahan’s (2011) comparison of the evidence-based education movement to 
colonial discourse. The author noted striking similarities including “(1) the discourse of 
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civilizing the profession of education, (2) the promotion of hierarchies of knowledge and 
monocultures of the mind, and (3) the interconnection between neoliberal educational policies 
and global colonialism” (p. 182). This colonial discourse includes a privileging of the colonizers’ 
culture and race over the colonized in the construction of a binary system. Such a system is 
certainly evident in the standards-based accountability movement in the United States, which 
privileges test scores and evidence over other measures of student achievement or even 
engagement. Indeed, Shahjahan noted that statistical knowledge and surveys were a technique 
preferred by the government during the colonial era. This is in stark contrast to indigenous 
knowledges that include oral storytelling and spirituality (Shahjahan, 2005). A more in-depth 
discussion of the nuances of postcolonialism is outside the scope of this paper; however, the 
notions of control, domination, and oppression are central to the argument I put forward here 
regarding third-space teacher preparation. 
At local levels, there are also issues of domination and oppression within IHE-school 
relationships. Miller and Hafner (2008) have demonstrated the difficulties of collapsing power 
structures in these relationships. Specifically, they conducted a qualitative study of a partnership 
steeped in Freirean notions of dialogue. Even within this intentionally democratic space, 
community members still felt disenfranchised in their work with their IHE colleagues. Zeichner 
and Payne (2013) also framed this in their question about, “whose knowledge should count in 
teacher education” (original emphasis; p. 3). However, school districts can also wield power over 
stakeholders. Hibbert, Heydon, and Rich (2008) discovered themes of colonization and 
domination in their study of a literacy training program in Canada. Their approach was to 
employ a model of turnkey training that utilized literacy “experts” who were chosen from 
various schools to attend training and then return to their school site to train their peers in the 
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new knowledge and skills they learned. In this model, teachers were defined as “deficient” (p. 
313) and knowledge flowed in a hierarchical pattern. Similarly, MacGillivray and colleagues 
(2004) found that teachers in their study were disenfranchised by their school district. The 
authors framed this through neocolonialism, which they connected to the history of European 
and American dominance over other countries, but with the current implication of relationships 
of power related to race, gender, and class. However, important issues of race, gender, and class 
are not explicit in other studies of school-university-community relationships (e.g., Miller & 
Hafner, 2008) and must be considered. 
These issues can be extended to the racial demographics of the education field. Although 
dominated by women, and thus a deviation from the typically patriarchal nature of colonization, 
the teaching workforce is overwhelmingly White (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). Since 
the teacher educator population draws from this pool, this workforce is also predominantly White 
and female (Oklahoma State University, 2015). In contrast, student populations are increasingly 
diverse; the U.S. Department of Education (2016) has predicted that White students in public 
schools will make up only 46% of the population by 2024. Such a dynamic has immediate 
implications for instruction including assessment; Shahjahan (2011) has called for the 
employment of materials and resources to serve the needs of a diverse student body. 
Furthermore, he has raised important questions on this issue about the cultural assumptions and 
histories undergirding evidence, data, and learning outcomes and who has the most at risk in 
these systems. Predominantly female and White teacher educator and teacher workforces almost 
certainly reinforce Western notions of evidence and reasoning. For all of these reasons, the 
notion of Third Space, which is derived from postcolonial theory, is most relevant to this 
discussion because it provides a framework for democratizing these colonial spaces. 




According to Bhabha (1994), the Third Space is an equalizer—it “challenges our sense of 
the historical identity of culture as a homogenizing, unifying force” (p. 54). In the Third Space, it 
is possible to collapse traditional hierarchies and break down binaries (Bhabha, 1994; 
Rutherford, 1990) in order to introduce more dynamic and egalitarian systems. Third Space 
ideology discourages othering, or the distancing of oneself from another through comparison. 
Instead, the Third Space provides the opportunity to “elude the politics of polarity and emerge as 
the others of our selves [sic]” (Bhabha, 1994, p. 56). Many spaces in higher education, including 
some teacher preparation programs, are overtly hierarchical with an emphasis on top-down 
implementation and Western epistemologies. The Third Space is a space of revitalization and 
creativity in which all voices, narratives, and histories can be honored.  
Gutiérrez and colleagues (2008; Gutiérrez, Baquedano-López, & Tejeda, 1999) have 
conducted seminal work on the Third Space. In this research, the authors demonstrated how 
particular programs have supported emerging bilingual students in managing hybrid identities 
including the construction of dialogue that utilizes students’ home languages and prior 
knowledge as assets. Their work relied on Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development, 
rather than any association with Bhabha’s work (Bhabha, 1994; Rutherford, 1990), and these 
authors argued that hybridity and diversity serve as the building blocks of Third Spaces—thus 
alluding to the valuing of various epistemologies as well as a broad notion of diversity including 
racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, linguistic and, I add, sexual orientation. They have championed 
new, hybrid spaces. For example, in one study of an elementary classroom (Gutiérrez et al., 
1999), the teacher built an instructional unit inspired by students’ shared curiosity about sexual 
reproduction and utilized their home language in facilitating classroom dialogue. 
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The literature on third-space teacher preparation programs includes some similarities to 
that of Gutiérrez and colleagues’ work (2008; 1999) but is different. Third-space teacher 
preparation programs are those in which university personnel and P-12 faculty work together to 
prepare teacher candidates (TCs) for the classroom. Third-space teacher education is more 
democratic than previous models in its privileging of P-12 practitioner, university personnel 
knowledge, and community knowledge; it is a collaborative space in which all stakeholders 
potentially stand to benefit. Zeichner (2010) led the field in delineating the possibilities that 
third-space programs present for teacher preparation and advocated the embedding of P-12 
personnel into university preparation programs and university faculty into P-12 schools as 
“hybrid teacher educators” (Zeichner, 2010, p. 94). This is one means of avoiding the traditional 
“’application of theory model’” (Zeichner, 2010, p. 90) in which TCs learn theory at the 
university and go to their school placements to apply it which results in disconnected and 
superficial learning. As Martin, Snow, and Torrez (2011) explained, “[S]chool and university-
based educators, working in tandem to scaffold and guide teacher candidates, can lead to a 
collective third space in which both individuals and the collective develop. New and shared 
understandings and practices evolve through coordinated activity“ (p. 300). Although the 
implications for TC growth through zones of proximal development are evident here, inquiry 
into third-space teacher preparation programs over the years has been grounded in Bhabha’s 
(1994) work rather than Vygotsky’s (1978).  
First-space teacher preparation. Here I briefly lay out my conception of first- and 
second-space programs to provide contrast to Third Space programs. In first-space programs, 
either schools or IHEs are emphasized to the neglect of the other which can result in thin TC 
learning. Some teacher residency programs, like the Boston Teacher Residency, may fall into 
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this category since it situates teacher preparation in a school district and uses adjuncts to teach 
courses (Solomon, 2009). This program seems to be heavily school-site based to the neglect of 
theory and research, which can be provided by IHEs—thus sending the message that theory and 
research may not be valued in this program. This is also evident in England in the School Direct 
program (Jackson & Burch, 2016) in which candidates are mainly prepared at school sites with 
university personnel playing only an ancillary role. In these programs, hybrid roles—those in 
which teacher educators or school personnel serve as bridges between the P-12 school site and 
the university—are absent or used only peripherally since there is an emphasis on school-based 
personnel with no mention of IHE faculty. Finally, but significantly, community knowledge is 
not included in these programs. 
Second-space teacher preparation. Second-space programs are the majority of 
American teacher preparation programs today. These are the programs that loosely couple theory 
to practice in the “’application of theory’” (Zeichner, 2010, p. 90) model of teacher preparation. 
TCs are provided theory and research at their IHE and left to make connections for themselves in 
their field experiences. In these models, doctoral students and adjuncts are hired to staff teacher 
education programs and faculty are rewarded for their scholarship rather than their work in 
school sites facilitating TC learning (Zeichner, 2010).  Of course, the latter might be more 
applicable to faculty working in research-intensive universities where the reward structure 
privileges these activities; however, cooperating teachers in schools in any program may not be 
privy to the goals and values of the teacher preparation program in which they are working and 
may not be recognized as teacher educators. Thus, a chronic divide persists between the field and 
the IHE partner in second-space programs and multiple ways of knowing are allegedly privileged 
but this value is not reflected in action. Hybrid roles may exist, but may be poorly executed in 
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bridging theory and research to practice or in furthering the goals of the program or its 
coherence. Community assets, epistemologies, and values are not recognized in second-space 
programs. The teacher education program in South African studied by Mutemeri and Chetty 
(2011) illustrated the pitfalls of such a program. The lecturers and TCs in their study recognized 
that there was a disconnect between universities and school districts including a lack of 
communication, “at this university we don’t liaise with the schools. We don’t” (p. 514). 
Furthermore, TCs were not prepared for their work in schools and mentor teachers weren’t 
prepared to work with TCs. As a result, the authors recommended the development of third space 
programs that provide closer ties between universities and schools. 
Third-space teacher preparation. Third-space teacher preparation, in any instantiation, 
remains elusive in practice as demonstrated by the examples above. Perhaps Klein, Taylor, 
Onore, Strom, and Abrams (2013) are correct in noting that third-space teacher education is best 
described as “improvisational,” (p. 52) because those individuals operating in that space must 
continually adjust their work in order to achieve the often ambiguous and shifting goals of the 
ideology. These authors view third-space teacher preparation as a “change project” that is also a 
program for its participants, and further described it as “imaginative and generative” (p. 52). 
Thus, third-space programs require continuous reflection on evidence and outcomes as well as 
ongoing adjustment—a process of experimentation, data collection, and reflection in endless 
iterations. It may also require a change in the value systems of IHEs to reward work in the field 
with TCs, to value the assets of surrounding communities, and to create hybrid positions for this 
work that span the boundaries of universities and school districts. Although many programs 
strive to operate in the third space, this model remains difficult to execute because of the balance 
of various ways of knowing. For example, in Thailand Phompun, Thongthew, and Zeichner 
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(2013) created a training program that explicitly incorporated practitioner and scholarly 
knowledge and discovered how this played out in nuanced ways in TCs’ instruction. Stevenson 
(2015) used video-stimulated recall in order to uncover Inuit teachers’ methods for teaching 
about their native cultures in Canada. In the Philippines, Handa and Tippins (2013) created an 
immersive service learning experience for math candidates to learn about rural villages and 
connect historic and modern ways of knowing. All of these studies reveal tensions in these 
relationships as well as their dynamic nature. 
One element that is often omitted from conversations on third-space teacher preparation 
is the use of data for continuous improvement (Sykes et al., 2010). The silence around this issue 
is somewhat surprising considering CAEP (2015) requirements for the evaluation of provider 
quality, continuous improvement, and capacity (Standard 5). In 2009, Cochran-Smith and 
colleagues delineated four key elements in supporting a “culture of evidence” (p. 459) in teacher 
preparation programs: (a) mixed methods and dialectic approaches generating a portfolio of 
studies; (b) the recognition that values questions are as inherent in teacher education as they are 
in any education program; (c) situated and exploratory approaches to evidence construction; and 
(d) the use of multiple structures to systematize and institutionalize the use of inquiry and 
evidence. It is time to revisit this idea and methods for achieving this goal due to the 
authorization of the ESSA (2015) which will return responsibility for accountability to states and 
school districts (Klein, 2015; Zeichner, 2016) and incentivizes new teacher preparation 
structures. I provide suggestions for exploring this agenda below. 
As Sykes and colleagues (2010) noted, valid and reliable outcomes of teacher preparation 
programs generally are contentious and difficult to measure. However, some research has 
demonstrated how third-space teacher education programs, specifically, are beginning to include 
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a cycle of continuous improvement into their work (Beck, 2016; Urban Teacher Residency 
United, 20151) and additional research is needed on continuous improvement in teacher 
education in order to aid the field in the implementation of accreditation standards and 
accountability systems in the service of diverse communities. In order to advocate for a new 
research agenda in third-space teacher preparation, it is necessary to first review the literature on 
the continuum of clinical teacher preparation. 
Clinical Teacher Preparation 
The above discussion of Third Space ideology centers on notions of power and 
oppression around issues of diversity. Diversity writ large (e.g., language, ethnicity, race, 
socioeconomic status, ability, gender, and sexuality) is operationalized in this section as 
community due to the contextualized and varied nature of these concepts. For example, a 
community in the southwestern United States will likely have different needs, values, and assets 
than a community in the northeastern United States. Thus, in elaborating on clinical teacher 
preparation in the service of particular communities I am highlighting the importance of 
contextualized preparation as well as the assets of these communities.  
The Holmes Group (1986) was the first collective of education scholars to advocate for 
reform in teacher education in the United States—including the differentiating of the teaching 
profession and closer ties between school districts and IHEs through the establishment of 
Professional Development Schools. Clinical teacher preparation, or teacher preparation closely 
tied to schools through extensive practica and student teaching experiences, has been 
implemented in a variety of forms since that time, and numerous investigations have been 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Urban Teacher Residency United changed its name to the National Center for Teacher 
Residencies in 2015. 
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conducted into clinical teacher preparation. What can be distilled from the body of research on 
clinical teacher preparation are the importance of tightly-linked course work and field work 
(Brouwer & Korthagen, 2005); a focus on continuous improvement; and mission-specific or 
contextualized preparation (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Sykes et al., 2010). Other authors have 
provided nuance in understanding how to implement strong clinical programs. Zimpher and 
Howey (2005) made recommendations for P-16 partnerships within a reform agenda including 
(a) recognition of the necessity of complex teaching that is responsive to the political and 
economic realities of P-12 systems; (b) a new view of preparation as an ongoing learning process 
that spans preservice to inservice; (c) the development of teacher leaders in tandem with TCs; (d) 
generating and implementing reforms to foster greater leadership capacity in schools; (e) 
harnessing the capability of universities to research and develop high-quality teaching and 
learning; (f) the creation of new roles for veteran teachers; (g) and the systematic evaluation of 
teacher preparation programs. Large-scale, quantitative studies have demonstrated the 
importance of clinical experiences that replicate the first year of teaching (Boyd, Grossman, 
Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2009). 
Darling-Hammond (2006) edited a volume of studies of seven exemplary teacher 
education programs—“exemplary” in the sense that their graduates were well prepared for their 
first days as teachers of record. Her findings overlapped with the larger findings from this body 
of research and, specifically, demonstrated the importance of close ties between coursework and 
clinical work in schools; rigorously supervised clinical work; and closer relationships between 
IHEs and model schools that serve diverse learners. She further argued that, in order to combat 
public perception of teaching as an easy job, teacher educators must build stronger models of 
teacher preparation and develop common curricula for teacher education that incorporate clinical 
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experiences and promote inquiry dispositions in TCs. She cited other elements of exemplary 
teacher education programs including “a common, clear vision of good teaching” (p. 305) that is 
embedded in course work and clinical experiences; clearly-defined professional standards to 
guide and evaluate course work and field work; a strong, core curriculum embedded in human 
development and social and cultural context; application of case methods, teacher research, 
performance assessments, and portfolio evaluation; and scaffolded experiences to aid TCs in 
confronting their beliefs and assumptions about teaching, learning, and students. These findings 
were echoed in Brouwer and Korthagen’s (2005) mixed methods study in which they found that 
effective reflection fostered in university coursework was implemented in tandem with rich field 
experiences.  
In a large-scale study of New York City teachers, Ronfeldt (2012) found that teachers 
who were prepared in easier-to-staff schools were retained longer in the profession and 
experienced greater student learning gains. Importantly, these schools sometimes served large, 
diverse populations of students and the school culture was positive. Thus, learning to teach is a 
complex, long-term process that is best implemented through contextualized teacher preparation 
in which TCs complete yearlong experiences, learn the assets of a community, work with teacher 
leaders, aid in the systematic evaluation of the program, and are then hired in the same school 
district. The research on what makes clinical teacher preparation programs more effective is 
clear. 
Sykes and colleagues (2010) critiqued clinical preparation by noting some of the 
difficulties in executing the model. The first challenge they cited is the recruitment of large 
numbers of veteran teachers each year who are sufficiently qualified to serve as mentor or 
cooperating teachers. A second, related issue is integrating teacher education program goals into 
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the field through mentor or cooperating teachers. However, ultimately the authors concluded, 
“Teaching is learned so substantially in the schools that the obvious reform is to locate 
preparation there, with the university playing an ancillary rather than primary role” (p. 470). This 
solution, they hypothesize, will tighten relationships between teacher education and school 
districts including hiring practices and curriculum. This is in line with recommendations of the 
NCATE Blue Ribbon Panel (2010) that called for centering clinical experiences in teacher 
preparation. 
Significantly, since the Holmes Group’s seminal Tomorrow’s Teachers (1986), teacher 
education scholars have hypothesized that improvements in teacher education can be a catalyst 
for, or must be implemented in tandem with, innovations in P-12 education (Darling-Hammond, 
2010; Goodlad, 1990; Zimpher & Howey, 2005): 
[I]f novices are to see and emulate high-quality practice, especially in schools serving the 
neediest students, it is necessary not only to seek out individual cooperating teachers but 
also to develop the quality of the schools so that prospective teachers can learn 
productively and to create settings where advances in knowledge and practice can 
continue to occur. (Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 43) 
Conversely, as Haberman and Post (1992) found, when TCs are placed in settings that serve 
ethnically, linguistically, or economically disadvantaged students without appropriate scaffolding 
it can be detrimental to their development as equity-minded educators. An NCATE Blue Ribbon 
Panel report (2010) called for greater accountability; stronger candidate selection and placement; 
revitalized curricula, incentives, and hiring; supporting partnerships; and additional research on 
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“what works” (p. iv) in clinical teacher preparation. Teacher residency programs were designed 
to fulfill this call. 
Teacher Residency Programs.  Teacher residencies were first created in Boston, 
Massachusetts and Chicago, Illinois as a means of “’home growing’” (Boggess, 2008, p. 8) 
teachers for those urban districts. They have gained attention in the media (Keller, 2006), praise 
from education researchers (Keller, 2006; Zeichner, 2010), and federal funding (Berry, 
Montgomery, & Snyder, 2008) for innovative teacher preparation that responds to many calls for 
reform. For the purpose of this article, teacher residencies are defined as those programs in 
partnership with the National Center for Teacher Residencies (n.d.); I made this decision because 
of the widespread call for residencies (Duncan, 2009; Thorpe, 2014) that has led to proliferation 
of a model that is not always true to the intent. For example, at one IHE I collaborated with 
faculty who wanted to create a “residency” in which TCs were placed into classrooms without a 
mentor teacher. Such an arrangement would not have provided the scaffolded learning that 
residencies require. According to the National Center for Teacher Residencies (n.d.), programs in 
this network are regularly audited and must abide by particular criteria including: (a) focused 
recruitment and selection of residents; (b) robust selection and support for mentors; (c) 
contextualized preservice preparation; (d) carefully designed induction support; and (e) strategic 
hiring of residency graduates. These elements answer many of the calls in the literature reviewed 
above, and are embedded through coursework as well as mandatory, yearlong apprenticeships in 
schools in which theory is closely linked to practice and residents are prepared in cohorts. These 
programs utilize a variety of instantiations of this model—some were set up to compete with 
higher education (Solomon, 2009) whereas others were designed to be true partnerships between 
IHEs and school districts (Author, 2016).  
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Teacher residencies are thus a particular instantiation of clinical preparation, and some of 
these programs strive for the utopian third space. They aim to provide front-to-back support from 
yearlong apprenticeships in schools with veteran teachers to induction support of up to three 
years (Urban Teacher Residency United, 2015). Additionally, teacher residencies implement 
highly contextualized teacher preparation (Matsko & Hammerness, 2013) and residents prepared 
in these programs commit to teaching in specific urban districts for three years or more (e.g., 
Solomon, 2009). The body of literature on teacher residencies is emerging. 
What can be distilled from the teacher residency literature is that these programs recruit 
diverse candidates for hard-to-staff positions and retain teachers beyond average retention rates 
(Berry et al., 2008; Papay, West, Fullerton, & Kane, 2012). Research on two teacher 
residencies—the Academy of Urban School Leadership in Chicago, Illinois and the Boston 
Teacher Residency in Boston, Massachusetts—has demonstrated the recruitment benefits of 
these programs. Specifically, in Boston, the Residency was responsible for hiring 62% and 42% 
of the Boston Public School District’s math and science teachers respectively (Papay et al., 
2012). Berry and colleagues (2008) confirmed these results when they found that 60% of Boston 
Teacher Residency cohorts and 32% of Academy of Urban School Leadership candidates were 
preparing to teach in high-needs subject areas in 2007-2008. Residents were also found to be 
more diverse with 52% of Boston Teacher Residency candidates less likely to be White than 
their non-Boston Teacher Residency peers (Papay et al., 2012)—thus disrupting the 
demographics of the teacher workforce. In the 2007-2008 cohorts in Boston and Chicago, Berry 
and colleagues (2008) found that 55% of Boston Teacher Residency and 57% of Academy for 
Urban School Leadership candidates were from ethnically marginalized backgrounds. Both 
Papay and colleagues (2012) and Berry and colleagues (2008) found that graduates of teacher 
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residency programs were retained at high rates. In Boston, Residency graduates were staying 
beyond their three-year commitment to Boston Public Schools demonstrating a dedication to 
serving the school district and students. To sum, teacher residency programs fulfill recruitment 
needs in urban districts and may be successful in retaining teachers beyond average rates.  
Despite the rising importance of clinical teacher preparation around the world and the 
parallel growth in third space ideology to make sense of this work, to date, no one has applied 
this framework to research programs in these settings. This is an important step in fleshing out 
this agenda. Indeed, Routledge (1996) has conceptualized, “a third space as a site from where we 
may negotiate the locations of academia and activism” (p. 400). Thus, the proposed research 
agenda is one more step in this effort to bridge academia and activism in and for schools. 
A Third-Space Research Agenda 
My argument for these particular research designs is steeped in the notion of Third Space 
with an emphasis on Bhabha’s work (1994; Rutherford, 1990). Thus, I highlight research designs 
and methods that privilege collapsing hierarchies traditionally dominated by IHE personnel and 
Westernized, statistical evidence. Additionally, the notion of hybrid roles becomes increasingly 
important in the proposed research designs. First, I advocate several research designs that fit the 
ideology of third-space teacher preparation; then, I suggest particular types of data collection 
within these designs. To date, few truly democratic research designs—those that value 
researcher, practitioner, and community knowledge and experience and involve all 
stakeholders—have been used to investigate teacher preparation. I use mixed methods designs 
broadly as generally embodying many Third Space tenets. I begin by providing a rationale for 
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the paradigm of mixed methods research and then delineating specific designs and methods of 
data collection within this paradigm. 
Paradigms and Mental Models 
In considering research paradigms, there has long been disagreement between 
quantitative and qualitative purists (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The former embrace 
positivism, a stance that distances the observer and the subject(s) and privileges objectivity. 
Qualitative purists reject this approach and favor constructivism, idealism, humanism, 
hermeneutics, and even postmodernism—approaches that acknowledge that multiple realities 
exist and the influence context has on people, processes, and outcomes. Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie advocated methodological pluralism through the use of mixed methods research 
which, they argued, would inform researchers of possibilities and lead to more effective research. 
They endorsed a needs-based approach to mixed methods research that combines methods from 
the total spectrum of possibilities that afford the best opportunities for answering research 
questions. 
Greene (2007) framed her discussion of mixed methods research in “mental models” 
which she defined as, “the complex multifaceted lens through which a social inquirer perceives 
and makes sense of the social world” (p. 13). In this sense, mental models serve not only as 
lenses for constructing meaning, but also as guides for inquiry including analysis and 
interpretation. Thus, in mixed methods research, multiple mental models are invited “into the 
same inquiry space for purposes of respectful conversation, dialogue, and learning one from the 
other, toward a collective generation of better understanding of the phenomena being studied” (p. 
13). According to both Johnson and Onwuegbuzie’s (2004) and Greene’s (2007) theorizing of 
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paradigms and mental models, mixed methods research can be viewed as a third-space paradigm 
for its valuing of diverse perspectives and a plurality of methods of data collection. 
Mixed Methods Designs 
Participatory designs have an explicit focus on “shared ownership of research projects, 
community-based analysis of social problems, and an orientation toward community action” 
(Kemmis & McTaggart, 2005, p. 273). These designs are meant to help community members act 
on a particular problem and are intended to be more democratic and egalitarian than other social 
science designs that may serve only those with power. The connection to third-space ideology is 
apparent in participatory action research’s valuing of community knowledge. In third-space 
teacher education research, “community” could include not only P-12 stakeholders, but also local 
businesses and organizations. A broad definition of community must be considered in using 
participatory designs. McIntyre (2003) used participatory action research to prepare TCs for 
work in urban schools. These TCs engaged with urban youth in a variety of settings to learn 
more about their perspectives as well as their funds of knowledge. This is also one approach to 
helping White and/or middle class TCs make sense of their experiences in urban schools. 
In the same vein, transformative mixed methods research (Mertens, 2010) has the explicit 
purpose of responding to societal inequities, engaging culturally diverse groups, and advancing 
social justice. Mertens (2010) noted that this model, “supports the use of a cyclical model in 
which community members are brought into the research process from the beginning and 
throughout the process in a variety of roles” (p. 472). Thus, this model privileges a variety of 
members in the research process—not just IHE personnel. Cultural competence is critical for 
researchers utilizing transformative mixed methods. This design begins with a qualitative 
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component to learn about the community being studied and to develop trusting relationships 
between stakeholders. The focus in this design is on producing change. Although I was able to 
locate several studies of teacher preparation programs that use a transformative framework, I was 
not able to locate one that used transformative mixed methods specifically yet this model is also 
in line with Darling-Hammond’s (2006) suggestion that IHEs and schools work together for 
simultaneous improvement. 
 Another promising design is one focused specifically on developing curriculum: 
formative design. This model has been used to implement literacy interventions over the last 18 
years (Ivey & Broaddus, 2007; Reinking & Watkins, 2000). It embodies third-space ideology in 
that P-12 educators and university personnel work collaboratively to implement and adapt an 
intervention in order to foster student learning (e.g., Ivey & Broaddus, 2007). This is evident in 
the emphasis on both research and practice in the following framework used in Reinking and 
Watkins’ (2000) study: 
(1) What is the pedagogical goal of the experiment, and what pedagogical theory 
establishes its value? 
(2) What is an instructional intervention that has potential to achieve the identified 
pedagogical goal? 
(3) As the intervention is implemented, what factors enhance or inhibit its effectiveness 
in achieving the pedagogical goal? 
(4) How can the intervention and its implementation be modified to achieve more 
effectively the pedagogical goal? 
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(5) Has the instructional environment changed as a result of the intervention? 
(6) What unanticipated positive or negative effects does the intervention produce? (p. 
388) 
This design could be applied to teacher education with multiple implications for teaching and 
learning. First of all, the pedagogical goal inherent to formative design could be used at multiple 
levels within any teacher education program. For example, pedagogical goals could be set for TC 
curriculum as well as P-12 curriculum—thus extending the notion of third space to include 
Vygotsky’s (1978) notion of zones of proximal development. The evaluation of positive and 
negative effects is important for reasons of validity; in the current policy context it is invalid to 
make high-stakes decisions (e.g., teacher evaluation) based on insufficient or inaccurate data 
(Popham, 2005). This design thus accounts for validity threats as well. After multiple data base 
searches, I have not located any studies on teacher preparation programs that use formative 
design specifically—perhaps in part due to the difficulty of gaining access to school sites for this 
work or the time commitment required of teachers and administrators at the school site. 
 One new challenge facing state education agencies in the United States is designing their 
Title II applications for funding teacher preparation. Zeichner (2016) has recommended that 
colleges of education aid in this effort by establishing and supporting hybrid programs with high 
standards. Although formative design has an explicit goal of creating curriculum which narrowly 
defines its use, central tenets of the design could be adapted for teacher preparation evaluation. 
The pedagogical goal and design could be determined with community input. Iterative cycles of 
data collection using multiple methods and types of data are essential characteristics of formative 
design that should be considered in designing any teacher preparation evaluation system as well 
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as the unanticipated positive and negative effects of that evaluation system. Additionally, the 
expertise of hybrid educators from across the continuum of teacher preparation should be 
brought to bear in this work. For example, observations and surveys could be collected in 
iterative cycles in order to inform ongoing changes to a teacher preparation program while 
keeping the pedagogical goal in mind. 
 The final third-space research design I will advocate is mixed methods case study. 
Although this design does not mandate that a broad range of stakeholders work together in order 
to conduct an investigation, case study relies upon multiple methods of data collection and 
attending to a variety of evidence (Yin, 2009) which speaks to third-space ideology’s emphasis 
on multiple ways of knowing. Moreover, these elements of the design not only combat some 
validity threats through inherent triangulation, but also encourage collaboration among 
investigators in order to conduct case studies and maintain appropriate levels of rigor in this type 
of research. The contextualized nature of case study yields analytic generalization (Yin, 2009) 
which could inform the work of other preparation programs although these findings would not be 
directly generalizable. However, a statistically significant p value simply indicates the 
probability of chance rather generalizability (Cohen, 1994). Teacher education researchers 
should be rightfully interested in contextualized research that will grow a particular program and 
surrounding districts.  
Data Collection 
 In line with third-space ideology, a variety of stakeholders and methods of data collection 
must be used to investigate these programs. In considering sampling, parents, students, P-12 
personnel, community members, and university personnel should all be considered as data 
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sources in order to garner the broadest possible picture of a particular program. Thus, third space 
research must pay attention not only to the overall design of investigations, but the sources of 
data and inherent value systems and epistemologies as well.  
 In third-space research designs, collecting data from student and parent stakeholders is 
critical.  One means of incorporating student voice into teacher education research and 
evaluation projects is through surveys (Schulz, Sud, & Crowe, 2014). Sammons’ and colleagues’ 
(2007) study incorporated student perspectives in order to better understand the influence of 
school climate and culture related to other variables. It is important that any instrument created 
for unearthing student perspectives is designed to elicit valid and reliable information; thus, 
student surveys in early grades may need to utilize emojis in order to garner feedback through 
developmentally appropriate methods. Additionally, because youth are social learners, focus 
groups are another method of eliciting rich information from students (Eder & Fingerson, 2003). 
This method of data collection can also soften power dynamics that may exist between 
researchers and students thus eliminating the potential for students to provide researchers with 
the responses they think that they want to hear which could render the data unreliable. Parent 
data could also be elicited via focus groups with careful attention to include populations that are 
traditionally marginalized based on gender, sexuality, language, ethnicity, and socioeconomic 
status. Focus groups may need to be conducted in multiple languages based on the demographics 
of the school community and held at community sites. Parent surveys should be administered in 
multiple formats (i.e., hard copy and electronic) and languages to ensure accessibility to a wide 
audience. The quantitative data collection so common in American schools today would be 
complemented by many affordances of qualitative research including the description that it 
offers, the demonstration of multiple perspectives, and connections to other settings (Tierney & 
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Clemens, 2010). The addition of qualitative methods would round out the narrow agenda that has 
disenfranchised teachers and students at times, and provide them with a voice in evaluating the 
process of teaching and learning. Arguing the value of quantitative over qualitative methods is a 
fool’s errand. Instead, in the third space, the continuum of research methods should be valued.    
Building Infrastructure and Capacity for Research on Third-Space Programs 
 Accomplishing the ambitious goals delineated above creates opportunities for new, 
hybrid roles within third-space teacher preparation programs as well as the creation of new 
centers for research and assessment. Community liaisons who are trained in research methods as 
well as community organizations could ascertain what community members value as outcomes 
of teacher preparation accountability systems. These individuals could also work with faculty 
members to translate these definitions into viable research agendas and projects. Additionally, 
teacher leaders could be developed at the building level to work with university faculty on 
research projects thus responding to calls to differentiate the teacher workforce (The Holmes 
Group, 1986; Zimpher & Howey, 2005). Such hybrid roles are in line with third-space ideology 
and the literature on clinical teacher preparation and would make explicit the valuing of 
community and practitioner knowledge. Indeed, where resources are available, centers for 
teacher education program evaluation could be created to promote these efforts. 
 Infrastructure could also be built within teacher education and doctoral training programs. 
For example, the recent movement to incorporate data literacy for teaching into preservice 
coursework in the United States is promising (Mandinach, Friedman, & Gummer, 2015). 
Internationally, research-based teacher education has been implemented in Finland for 30 years 
(Malinen, Väisänen, & Savolainen, 2012) and, in Norway, Smith (2017) recently provided a 
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continuum for a research-based program that includes observations, interviews, and quantitative 
methods. Such a continuum could be adapted in a variety of contexts and may be complemented 
by a statistics course specifically for classroom teachers. TCs would be introduced to the notion 
of using data at both the classroom and building levels to see the possibilities for leadership 
within this realm later in their careers—including the importance of collaboration to advance 
program-level goals. At the doctoral training level, Eisenhart and Dehaan’s (2005) advice to 
reconsider the separate training of Ph.D. and Ed.D. students comes to bear here. Specifically, 
their recommendation that doctoral training include research experience as well as 
interdisciplinary collaborations would aid in strengthening third space teacher education 
research. Indeed, students with a clinical focus would be valuable in studying teacher preparation 
programs in depth because they bring a practical perspective that could disrupt dominant 
epistemologies. These suggestions are all aimed at building infrastructure from the bottom up to 
flip the hierarchical nature of these systems. 
 Institutional barriers to change. Cochran-Smith and colleagues (2009) made 
recommendations for a new agenda in teacher education almost a decade ago without widespread 
adoption. Indeed, the sheer size of the teaching profession may make it difficult to implement 
sweeping changes (Sykes et al., 2010). The suggestions described above will only be realized 
through national, state, and local incentives. At the national level, value documents such as 
teacher preparation standards and faculty bylaws must be amended. This has already happened at 
the national level with CAEP (2015) standard 2, which emphasizes cooperation between school 
districts and universities for teacher preparation. However, in the third space this needs to be 
taken a step further to include community assets. Community engagement efforts could also be 
added to national or state policies, or to other teacher preparation standards such as the Interstate 
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New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (2017), by including TCs’ understanding of 
community assets in their principles. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 
(2018) already recognizes universities with a community engaging classification for this work 
and departments and colleges of education could easily contribute to these efforts. At the local 
level, individual IHEs could consider what they are valuing in documents such as bylaws and 
merit applications. As Zeichner (2010) indicated, faculty are not rewarded for their work in 
schools but, instead, for their scholarship. I propose that these reward systems could be flipped to 
also privilege work in schools and community engagement. At research-intensive universities, 
empirical journal articles are favored in tenure and promotion applications. However, 
practitioner journals are more likely to reach teachers in the field and thus have a greater 
influence on P-12 students. Flipping bylaws and merit systems would mean recognizing the 
influence that peer-reviewed practitioner articles have for the field and balancing this alongside 
expectations for the creation of empirical work. Furthermore, faculty members could consider 
aligning their research questions with local school districts to maximize the influence of their 
work (Harrison, Davidson, & Farrell, 2017). Faculty could also begin to indicate publications 
with P-12 administrators and teachers on their curriculum vitae to acknowledge the importance 
of such collaboration. In sum, IHEs are set up as hierarchical systems in which empirical 
knowledge production is privileged; to align with a third-space ideology, the standards and 
rewards of IHEs must be inverted to focus on serving a local clientele and broadening the scope 
of scholarly work. This combination of national, state, and local policy changes could be 
replicated around the world where such a change is desired as well and may help to counteract 
some of the ill effects of the growth of standardized testing in some OECD countries (Cowie & 
Cooper, 2017).   
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Implications and Conclusions 
 In this current era of cross-national accountability, it is critical for IHEs and P-12 partners 
to work together to prepare teachers. It is a time for innovation in program design as well as the 
creation of new roles for teacher education faculty to support TCs in their development. The 
importance of continuous improvement in these partnerships is well known (Darling-Hammond, 
2006; Sykes et al., 2010; Urban Teacher Residency United, 2015) but more research is needed to 
uncover explicit methods for program evaluation and research within the third space. A 
necessary prerequisite to conduct research on clinical teacher education programs is access to 
school sites. Teacher education research is methodologically flawed and incomplete when work 
in schools cannot be explored. Trust must be built between partners in order to conduct this 
research, and soft skills will be needed for this work; however, both partners must also be open 
to the idea of conducting research on their own programs. I worked with a school district that 
required researchers to pay a $50 application fee, align their work to the district’s priority areas, 
and find a district sponsor for their research. Undertones of colonization are evident in these 
policies that dictate the research in their schools. Other districts operating in clinical programs 
have not even entertained my request to conduct research, and I know that my experiences are 
not unique. Conversely, P-12 partners sometimes feel as though university personnel do not 
value their work or knowledge (Urban Teacher Residency United, 2015). These power struggles 
must cease and P-12 and IHE partners must come to the table as equals in the work of teacher 
education research to improve P-12 student learning. The designs and methods of data collection 
proposed above are meant to facilitate these discussions. Much like quantitative and qualitative 
research, the experiences and expertise of P-12 and university faculty provide a continuum of 
benefits rather than discrete advantages. This continuum is enriched by community knowledge.	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Specific designs, sampling, and methods of data collection have been suggested above, 
but additional methods should be generated not only to address the unique policy and practice 
problems at hand, but also to carve out a new path for teacher education. The regulations for 
teacher education in the reauthorized ESEA (1965) are a challenge to the profession (Zeichner, 
2015), but also an opportunity to reclaim the narrative around teacher education if researchers 
can continue to demonstrate the benefits of clinical teacher preparation as well as the ability of 
scholars to regulate and continuously improve the profession (O’Day, 2002). Specifically, there 
are provisions in the ESSA (2015) for the expansion of teacher residency programs. It is 
imperative that researchers explore the added benefits of residency programs since there is little 
conclusive evidence demonstrating the advantages of these programs (Boggess, 2010). The 
model could also be tested abroad to understand its adaptability to a variety of contexts. Several 
research questions relevant to this work based on the literature reviewed above include: 
(1) How do new, hybrid roles for veteran teachers contribute to the overall school climate 
and culture? 
(2) How can teacher preparation programs work with diverse schools for simultaneous 
improvement? 
(3) What elements of the clinical model are most effective for improving TC and P-12 
student growth? 
(4) What elements of the clinical model are teacher residencies using that traditional 
programs might not to grow TCs and P-12 students? How are they using them? 
INVESTIGATING THE THIRD SPACE  	  
	  
31 
Empirical data are the coin of the realm in this era of accountability and there must be a 
systematic focus on collecting these data from a variety of stakeholders with an eye toward 
improving programs. 
 These implications for research also have implications for practice. In order to conduct 
research within a clinical teacher preparation program, numerous steps will need to be taken to 
lay the groundwork for these partnerships including developing a coherent vision of teacher 
education among all stakeholders (Darling-Hammond, 2006). This will not be easy to determine 
but will ensure better alignment between coursework and fieldwork as well as evaluation of 
programs and should include community voices. In order to conduct research within third-space 
teacher preparation programs, memoranda of understanding between P-12 and IHE partners will 
need to be created to delineate data collection, sharing, and management  (Urban Teacher 
Residency United, 2015, p. 31). 
The field of teacher education is faced with an unprecedented opportunity to redefine 
itself. Innovative work has been occurring for decades discretely. However, it is important to put 
a distinctive mark on the field without appropriating from other professions in order to truly 
carve a path for teacher education as a profession (Miller et al., 1997). For example, the notion of 
teacher residencies is derived from the medical profession (National Center for Teacher 
Residencies, n.d.)—likely because it was assumed that a particular level of rigor or prestige 
would accompany medical terminology. Teacher education must embrace the opportunity 
presented by the current accountability climate and the challenges ahead and create its own, 
coherent vocabulary (Sykes et al., 2010), methods, and research and evaluation agenda in order 
to bolster the field. It is time to take back the narrative of teacher education. 
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